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n their counterargument to our essay (Swaisgood and Sheppard 2010) , Patten and Smith-Patten make some good points but miss the mark. They erect a straw man by suggesting that we advocate spreading hope as our new mission and that we "refrain from expressing pessimism to conservation neophytes." Our central tenet was not that hope is some all-powerful salve for curing the depression of conservation biologists by converting them into naive Pollyannas. An overly rosy approach to conservation issues is as detrimental as an overly bleak approach if we are to influence the public and policymakers and galvanize them to action. Rather, we prescribed a commonsense balance of realism based on good science with a rejuvenated sense of purpose and aspiration. This is hope with its sleeves rolled up-not as an emotional buffer against cold hard facts but as a stoic, clear-eyed, and utilitarian alternative to apathy, inaction, and despair. We suggested Churchill's hopeful determination in World War II as a model, not a baseless Panglossian approach to painting a dark world with rainbow colors.
Patten and Smith-Patten question our practical application of hope by raising the specter of burgeoning human population growth as an example of a neglected and perhaps insurmountable environmental challenge. Habitat loss and species extinction are clearly being driven and exacerbated by the unsupportable number of people, particularly in sensitive environments. However, practical hope lies in the data indicating that global human population growth is actually leveling out, that population growth in many developed nations is either stagnant or in decline, and that fertility levels in developing nations drop as they achieve middle-class status (UN 2009 ). True, people often prefer shortsighted, immediate gratification to long-term, sustainable rewards. True, conservation biologists need "the courage to do what is right, regardless of whether we are rewarded." But we also need to hope that our efforts to do right are not in vain.
Since penning our first draft on hope in 2009, we have noticed a resurrection of hope in the conservation community. The more we look, the more we find that conservationists are struggling to find hope. Jim Strittholt, executive director of the Conservation Biology Institute, blogs about pessimism in the wake of meetings, and concluded that "we are going to need optimism to see us through, for if we view the 'glass' as half empty, we all lose" (http://consbio.org/cbi-blog/ staying-optimistic-in-a-pessimisticworld). In Collapse, hardly an uplifting volume, Jared Diamond (2005) concluded with reasons for hope. Will our society collapse like so many that have gone before us? Perhaps not, argued Diamond, partly because it is inconceivable that we could let this happen. He pointed to crises averted, seeds of courage in humanity necessary to make the painful choices, and examples of long-term thinking necessary to turn things around. In a recent review of hope in conservation biology, Garnett and Lindenmayer (2011) contended "that there is ample evidence from other disciplines, such as medicine, public health, and road safety, to show that achieving political support and lasting behavioral change requires 'bad news' to be balanced by empowerment." Like us, these authors argued that the barrage of bad news is counterproductive to conservation goals, that a partial solution lies Hope Springs Eternal: Biodiversity Conservation Requires That We See the Glass as Half Full RONALD R. SWAISGOOD AND JAMES SHEPPARD in the establishment of hope in our professional rituals, and that "hope is vital to the prospects for biodiversity conservation in coming decades." And more than 50 noted conservationists and authors pondered the question, "In a time of environmental crisis, how can we live right now?" in a remarkable volume edited by Martin Keogh (2010) . For Keogh, it was the birth of his child that first swelled his chest with grief and despair when contemplating the world his progeny would inherit. His soul-searching took him first on late-night rambles through the woods, then to his friends and colleagues for commiseration and advice. Ultimately, they helped him "discover that a major antidote to despair is engagement and participation" (p. xii). We could not agree more.
Jane Goodall (2009) and Suzuki and Dressel (2002) gave us permission to rejoice in the small but growing number of conservation success stories and encouraged us all to plant the seeds of hope and action in future generations of conservationists. Goodall's Roots and Shoots youth community action program has launched a campaign to create a more hopeful future for animals and their habitat. We can take hope from real gains that have been made. Take the case of the giant panda (reviewed in . Renowned biologist George Schaller (1994) once wrote a bleak treatise on the prospects for this species, entitling it The Last Panda. Since that time, scientists and policymakers have rallied. It was not an easy path, but a one-two punch of innovative science and visionary policy put the panda on much more secure footing. Schaller had to graciously eat his words: Once, he "was filled with creeping despair, as the panda seemed increasingly shadowed by fear of extinction," but now there is good reason for "hope, optimism, and opportunity" (Lindburg and Baragona 2004) . That opportunity has not been squandered, and through determined large-scale scientific effort, we are learning just what it will take to save this species and its habitat (e.g., Zhang et al. 2011, Swaisgood et al. forthcoming) .
We believe that this renewed emphasis on hope is not coincidence. It is remarkable that so many of us have converged on the same conclusions. Dare we say, "hope springs eternal"? So, we are not alone on this quest for hope, but we need to move beyond opinion and embrace a more evidenced-based approach to tackling these issues.
Instead of hope, Patten and SmithPatten give us Vaihinger's "as if " philosophy. We are uncertain what we can gain by embracing a century-old idea from a noted pessimistic philosopher who referred to humankind as a species of monkey suffering from megalomania. The very fact that this idea has not yet taken root suggests that it is not a very powerful psychological tool for most people. However, implicit in Patten and Smith-Patten's argument is an acknowledgement of the need to resort to some psychological mechanism, supporting our assertion that we conservationists must confront the justifiable cause for pessimism. Individuals vary in what they find motivating. Some might need "as if " philosophy; most of the rest of us will need hope.
By contrast, the nascent discipline of conservation psychology has data to back its claims. Below are a few of the most relevant take-home messages, gleaned from Clayton and Myers (2009) . Although disparate approaches are reviewed, they all converge on the need for hope: (a) "If people have consistent doubts about the possibility of success in some area, it will be very difficult to get them to keep trying" (p. 201). (b) Individuals with low confidence may need additional assistance. (c) Individuals with an optimistic explanatory style are more successful across nearly every dimension important to human well-being, including political election. If we conservationists want to have our ideas "elected" by the public, we should take note of this fact. (d) When problems are seen as stable and universal, motivation falters. Attributing environmental problems to such out-of-reach causes leads to paralysis. (e) This approach does not advocate uninformed optimism, as Smith and Smith-Patten contend. Instead, it embraces learned hopefulness, which involves honing problem-solving skills and developing perceived and real control over the situation. (f) Getting involved and participating in community-based action leads to psychological empowerment; hence our appeal for more citizen science. (g) Empowerment also stems from knowing that one's contributions are needed and taking incremental steps toward solving the problem. (h) Not all people are the same. Different people have different cognitive strategies that govern how they see the world. Our communication strategy should contain a balance of hope and real-world pessimism to reach a plurality of personality types.
Call it hope, or call it something else, but these are the lessons learned. They should be incorporated into the DNA of our strategies used to confront the problems that we face today. We can all agree that the state of the environment is dire and the prognosis poor, but how we communicate this message is key. The American Psychological Association recently created a task force to address how the discipline of psychology can offer assistance to one of today's defining environmental issues-climate change. What did this prestigious think tank have to say about our communications with the public? "Well-meaning attempts to create urgency about climate change by appealing to fear of disasters or health risks frequently lead to the exact opposite of the desired response: denial, paralysis, apathy, or actions that can create greater risks than the one being mitigated" (Swim et al. 2010, p. 80) .
We strongly urge all conservation biologists to familiarize themselves with conservation psychology. This is not pop psychology, nor is it philosophy.
It represents the best tools that we have available to understand human behavior and to effect change in a rapidly degrading environment.
